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Preface 



As is well known, the South became the most economically 
backward part of the United States because of the emergence of 
a relatively static agrarian system. This system produced a 
number of economic and socio-political institutions which 
retarded Southern economic growth at a time when other regions 
were making significant progress. 

These traditional institutions were incompatible wi:h 
industrialization which was accelerated in the So':th after 
1880. Nonagricultural industrialization therefore has tended 
to cause the South 's economic and socio-political institutional 
structure to converge with that of the rest of the United 
States, although many aspects of the traditional South remain, 
particularly in terms of conditions in rural areas and the 
problem of institutionalized racial discrimination. 



Economic Growth, Incomes, and Employment 

Although the per c oita incomes of all Southerners have 
been lower than those of non- southerners for more than a cen- 
tury and a half, rural per capita incomes have been consis- 
tently lower than those in urban areas and the incomes of 
rural blacks have consistently been lowest of all. Many urban- 
rural and racial income differentials have persisted in spite 
of significant improvement in the relative economic position 
of the South as a region, because virtually all of the bene- 
fits of recent Southern economic growth have accrued to urban 
whites whose economic position is roughly equal to that of 
urban whites outside the South, especially when allowances are 
made for the lower relative costs of urban living in the South, 
In other words, the economic development problem in the con- 
temporary South is not the absence of economic growth but rather 
the fact that the benefits and costs associated with recent 
income growth have been distributed very unevenly. 

This uneven distribution manifests itseif in the following 

ways : 

(1) Small farmers were displaced disproportionately, and 
black farmers were displaced at a much higher rate than white 
farmers. 

• • • 
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(2) The number of hired farm workers dropped sharply from 
1,043,000 in 1950 to 513,000 in 1969. This decline of 530,000 
amounts to roughly 453,000 full-time vuge jobs. 

(3) Southern agrarians have experienced increasing under- 
employment, especially blacks. In 1950, 2.74 million white 
workers filled 1.96 million jobs, i.e., there were about seven 
jobs for every 10 workers. By 1969, 1.19 million white farm 
workers filled .59 million jobs, meaning less than five jobs 
for 10 workers. There were roughly 767,000 non-white family 
farm workers in 1960, and 540,000 non-white full-time jobs, 
about the same ratio of workers to jobs as for whites. How- 
ever, by 1969, there were about 158,000 non-white workers and 
only 73,000 full-time jobs, a ratio of about 4.6 jobs for 
every 10 workers. 

(4) There has been a significant shift to non-agricultural 
employment as a source of income for farm families. However, 
black farm families have been less successful than whites in 
increasing or maintaining their incomes either from agriculture 
or off-farm sources. 

(5) There has been mixed evidence with respect to the 
, impact of rural industrialization in the South on the job 

opportunities of local area residents, especially the rural 
poor. For example, a study of the impact of a Kaiser Aluminum 
plant located in rural West Virginia in 1957, found that of 
the 4,000 jobs created by the plant, only 600 went to local 
people — the rest went to skilled outsiders. Similar find- 
ings have been reported in other studies of the impact of rural 
industrialization in other parts of the South. However, evi- 
dence from studies by the ERS, reported below, show mixed 
results with respect to the impact of rural industrialization 
on the poor. 

(6) And finally, there is substantial evidence that 
blacks have not shared proportionately in recent rural non- 
agricultural employment c,rowth in the rural South. 



Poverty 

Although the South, defined as the 11 states of the Old 
Confederacy plus Kentucky and Oklahoma, contained only 27.5 
percent of the total U.S. population in 1970, it had 42.5 per 
cent of the nation's poor. The rural non-farm South had 9.0 
percent of the population but 18.3 percent of the nation's 
poverty. The rural farm South, with 1.5 percent of the total 
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population, had 2.9 percent of the nation's poor. To put tnese 
same data in a slightly different perspective, the South, the 
rural non-fai-m South, and the rural farm South had respectively, 
54 percent, 53 percent and 98 percent more poverty than would 
have been the case if poverty were equally distributed among 
all regions of the nation. 

Although there were more poor whites (3,375,100) than poor 
blacks (2,123,100) in the rural South in 1969, several factors 
combine to cause black rural poverty in the South to be more 
severe than white rural poverty. First of all, the incidence 
of poverty among rural blacks is greater than among rural whites. 
The average black rural Southerner is roughly three times as 
likely to be poor as his white counterpart. Secondly, the aver- 
age poor black family is more deeply impoverished than the aver- 
age poor white family. Thirdly, racial price discrimination 
in consumer and resource markets fxirther reduces the real in- 
comes of poor blacks. Fourthly, black families at any obS'srved 
income level have substantially less wealth than white families. 



Qutmigration 

As a consequence of the growth of non-farm employment, 
white outmigration from the rural South has been virtually 
eliminated. However, this growth has had no appreciable effect 
upon black outmigration. These current migration trends are 
widening the educational and economic gaps between rural whites 
and rural blacks and between black outmigrants and black non- 
migrants. Clearly, successful economic development aimed at 
blacks in the South would reduce black outmigration. 



Education 

Both formal and informal learning opportunities for rural 
Southerners are grossly inferior to those of the general 
population. Rural Southerners have the highest rates of illit- 
eracy, the lowest levels of educational attainment and the 
least opportunity to acquire job-related or general knowledge 
through such non- formal means as the mass media, apprenticeship, 
adult education programs and manpower training programs. Programs 
offered by the Extension Service of the U.S. Department of Agri- 
culture through the land grant college system have been a use- 
ful source of non-formal education for some rural Southerners, 
but these programs have discriminated against the poor, and 
especially the black poor. 

v 
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Manpower Training 

Manpower programs, which prepare people for present and 
future jobs, could play an important le in human resource 
development in the rural South. How r, in spite of its 
potential, manpower training actually aas been very limited 
in rural areas. Its effectiveness has been limited because 
of small size, inadequate staffs and equipment as well as the 
very restricted opportunities for effective on-the-job training. 



Health 

Of all the measures required for increased development 
and utilization of human resources in the rural South, none 
is more important than health which is perhaps the best 
ov^ral^ indicator of the quality of life. The inferior health 
statu.i of rural Southerners can be easily documented. The 
typical rural Southerner is far more likely to die at birth, 
to be malnourished, to contract a disease which could be 
easily prevented by modern medicine, to live in unsound hous- 
ing, and to drink contaminated water, than his urban counter- 
part. The health problems of rural Southerners pervade all 
age groups and seriously undercut the productivity of the 
rural labor force. For example, the num}:er of days lost from 
work due to disabling or debilitating health conditions is 
20 percent higher in the rural South than elsewhere. 

In spite of the fact that the health problems of rural 
Southerners are more serious than those of other Americans, 
the rural South has not received its proportionate share of 
federal expenditures for health. For example, although 45 
percent of those eligible for Medicaid lived in the rural 
South in 1970, only 16 percent of Medicaid funds were spent 
in the South. 



Welfare 

Because the rural South contains a disproportionately 
large number of poor people who cannot or should not work, 
welfare income maintenance programs are an important adjunct 
to an effective human resources development and utilization 
program for this region. Of greatest importance for the future 
productivity of rural Southerners are the programs which pro- 
vide direct payments to families which are unable to provide 
for the care of their children without outside assistance. 
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Anti-discrimination 



It is apparent that virtually every measure of material 
well-being shows that rural blacks in the South are worse off 
than their white counterparts. The basic cause of the dispari- 
ties in the levels of material well-being for rural blacks and 
whites in the South is institutionalized racial discrimination 
which restricts the range of economic opportunities available 
to rural blacks and which is responsible for the systematic 
underinvestment in black human resource development which pre- 
vents many inral blacks from taking effective advantage of the 
limited opportunities which are available to them. 



Purpose 

The purpose of the present study is to explore in greater 
depth the implications of nonmetropolitan industrialization 
for the rural poor. The particular question explored is whether 
or not industrialization comes in different phases and whether 
or not the impact of industrialization on the rural poor varies 
during each phase. 

Ray Marshall 



vii 



OOOji 



TABLE OF CONTENTS 



Introduction 

Research Results 

Trends in the Income of Farmers 

Reflections on Policy 

Appendix A 

Maps of Southern Nonmetro Population, 
Total Employment and Manufacturing 
Employment 

Appendix B 

Employment Changes in "Success" and 
"Failure" Counties in the Border South 
1947-1971 

Appendix C 

Employment Trends in Six Southern Case 
Study Areas, 1940-1970 

Appendix D 

Indiana Comparison Study 

Bibliography 



_ • • • 

Vlll 

00 lU 



LIST OF TABLES 



TABLE PAGE 

1 The Extent of Rural Industrialization in 

Thirteen Southern States: Total Nonfarm 

Employment and Manufacturing Employment 

Changes of Southern Counties, 1959-1969, 

by Distance from the Nearest SMSA 3 

2 The Border South, A Summary Table: Rates of 

Change of Manufacturing Employment, 1947-1971 6 

3 Six Southern Case-Study Areas: Employment 

Patterns by Key Industries, 1940-1970 7 

4 Criteria for Growth Performance on Map 1 

Growth Performance by Groups of Counties 8 

5 Ten-State South: Leading Manufacturing 

Industries, By Share of Total Manufacturing 

Jobs, 1959-1969, In Nonmetro Labor Markets 11 

6 Inmigration of Workers, Pour Study Areas, 1970 19 

7 Impact of Job Development on Poverty Status, 

Four Study Aroas, 1965-1970 24 

8 Previously Poor Resident Households Out of 

Poverty in 1970, Four Study Areas 27 

9 Income for Farm Operator Family by Major 

Source and by Value of Sales Classes, 
1960-72 32, 

33, 34 

10 Percentage of Income from Farming Operations 

by Value of Sales Class for Selected Years 
1960-1972 35 

11 Income of Farm Families by Source for Selected 

Years 1960-1972 in Constant Dollars (1967=100) 36 

12 Distribution of Southern Farms by Days of 

Off -Farm Work and Economic Class of Farm, 
1959-1969 37 

ix 

^ UOll 



PAGE 

Labor Force Participation of Married Women, 

1970 40 

Occupational Distribution of Males with 

Parm-Related Income, 1970 41 

Occupational Distribution of Married Women 

in the U.S., 1970 42 

Industrial Distribution of Experienced Labor 

Force, Families with Farm Self-Employed Income 45 

List of Included Counties (Total: 113) 52, 

53, 54 

The Border South, A Summary Table: Change 
of Manufacturing Employment at the SIC 
Tv/o-Digit Level, 1947-1971, For Selected 
Industries 55 

The Border South: Total Manufacturing 

Employment, 1947-1971 56 

Arkansas: Total Manufacturing Employment, 

1947-1971 57 

Kentucky: Total Manufacturing Employment, 

1947-1971 58 

North Carolina: Total Manufacturing Employment, 
1947-1971 59 

Tennessee: Total Manufacturing Employment, 

1947-1971 60 

Virginia: Total Manufa .'-.uring Employment, 

1947-1971 61 

The Border South: Manufacturing Employment at 
the SIC Two-Digit Level, 1947-1971, Combined 
Success and Failure Counties 62 



X 



TABLE PAGE 

B-10 The Border Souths Manufacturing Employment 
at the SIC Two-Digit Level, 1947-1971, 
For Success Counties 63 

B-11 The Border South: Manufacturing Employment 
at the SIC Two-Digit Level, 1947-1971, 
For Failure Counties 64 

B-l? Arkansas: Manufacturing Employment at the 

SIC Two-Digit Level, 1947-1971 6«^ 

B-13 Kentucky: Manufacturina Employment at the 

SIC Two-Digit Level, 1947-1971 66 

B-14 North Carolina: Manufacturing Employment at 

the SIC Two-Digit Level, 1947-1971 67 

B-15 Tennes?5v»e: Manufacturing Employment at the 

SIC Two-Digit Level, 1947-1971 68 

B-16 Virginia: Manufacturincr Employment at the 

SIC Two-Digit Level, i 947-1971 69 

C-1 List of Counties Included in Six Case-Study 

Areas 72 

C-2 Appalachian Case-Study Area: Employment 

Pattern:- by Key Industries, 1940-1970 73 

C-3 CePxtral Louisiana Case-Study Area: Employment 

Patterns by Key Industries, 1940-1970 74 

C-4 Northeast Mississippi Case-Study Area: Employ- 

ment Patterns by Key Industries, 1940-1970 75 

C-5 Central Tennessee Case-Study Area: Employment 

Patterns by Key Industries, 1940-1970 76 

C-6 Northwest Arkansas Case-Study Area: Employment 

Patterns by Key Industries, 1940-1970 ' 77 

t 

C-7 Southeast Mississippi - Southwest Alabama Case- 

Study Area: Employment Patterns by Key 
Industries, 1940-1970 78 

xi 



o 

ERIC 



001^ 



TABLE PAGE 

D-1 The Extent of Nonmetropolitan Industrializa- 

tion in Indiana: Nonfarm and Manufacturing 
Employment, 1959-1969, By Distance from the 
Nearest SMSA and by Size of Largest City 



80 



D-2 Population Changes in Indiana, 1960-1970, by 

Distance Prom Nearest SMSA and by Size of 
Main City 82 

D-3 Industrialization in Indiana and the South, 

1959-1969, By Distance Prom the Nearest 
SMSA and by Size of the Largest City 83 

D-4 Industrialization in Northern and Southern 

Indiana, 1959-1969, By Distance From the 
Nearest SMSA and by Size of Largest City 85 

D-5 Southern Indiana: Leading Industries, By Share 

or Total Nonfarm and Manufacturing Employment, 
1959-1969, in Counties Over Fifty Miles from 
an SMSA 85 

D-6 Southern Indiana: Leading Industries, by 

Share of Total Nonfarm or Manufacturing 
Employment, 1959-1969, in All Nonmetro 
Counties 88 

D-7 Southern Indiana and the South: Comparative 

Industrial Structure of the South, of Indiana 
Counties Over 50 Miles from an SMSA, and of 
All Indiana Nonmetro Counties, by Selected 
Industries 89 



XI 1 



ERIC 



0014 



LIST OF MAPS 



MAP PAGE 

1 Growth Performance of Southern Multi-County 

Nonmetro Areas » 1959-1969 9 

A-1 Population Changes in Southern SMSA and 

Distant Nonmetro Counties, 1960-1970 47 

A-2 Total Nonfarm Employment Changes in Southern 

SMSA and Distant Nonmetro Counties, 1959-1969 48 

A- 3 Manufacturing Employment Changes in Southern 

SMSA and Distant Nonmetro Counties, 1959-1969 />.9 

B-1 Counties Included in Time-Series of Industrial 

Development, Growth Performance of Multi- 
County Nonmetro Areas More than Fifty Miles 
from an SMSA 51 

C-1 Six Case-Study Areas 71 



ERIC 



Kill 



OOld 



stages of Industrial Development and Poverty Impact 
in Nonmetropolitan Labor Markets of the South 



I. INTRODUCTION 

In 1889 a funeral inspired Henry Grady's complaint about 
the industrial backwardness of the South: 



They cut through the solid marble to make his grave, 
and yet a little tombstone they put above him was from 
Vermont. They buried him in the heart of a pine forest, 
and yet the pine coffin was imported from Cincinnati. 
They buried him withi^* touch of an iron mine, and yet 
the nails in his cofiin and the iron in the shovel that 
dug his grave were imported from Pittsburgh. . . . They 
buried him in a New York coat and a Boston pair of shoes 
and a pair of breeches from Chicago and a shirt from 
Cincinnati. The South didn't furnish a thing on earth 
for that funeral but the corpse and the hole in the 
ground. ^ 



Today the words sound rather quaint, for the rapid industrial 
growth of the South in recent decades is well-known. The un- 
dertaker would have no trouble outfitting the corpse in 
Southern manufactures. 

However, considerable controversy arose in the 1960 's 
over the question whether metropolitan or nonmetropolitan areas 
could attract industry without impractically massive subsi- 
dies.^ Some held that the locational advantages of large 
cities for nonmanufacturing firms were so great that generally 



1 

Quoted in Glenn E. McLaughlin and Stefan Robock, Why 
Industry Moves South (Washington, D.C. : National Planning 
Association Committee of the South, 1969) , p. 3 

2 

For the skeptical view, see Brian J. Berry, Spatial 
Organization and Levels of Welfare , paper prepared for the 
Economic Development Administration Research Conference 
(Washington, D.C: February, 1968). The opposing view is 
presented by Claude C. Haren, "Rural Industrial Growth in 
the 1960's, American Journal of Agricultura"* Economics , 
Vol. 52 (August, 1970) , pp. 431-437. 
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only nonmetro counties within commuting distance of SMSA's 
could develop manufacturing jobs.-^ The dispute had great 
importance for policy, since the main anti-poverty and 
anti-unemployment strategy of agencies such as the U.S. 
Economic Development Administration and local Chambers of 
Commerce was to attract industry, especially manufacturing 
jobs. 

Recent research indicates that those who believed in 
the practical possibility of nonmetro industrialization in 
the South were clearly incorrect. ^ Comparison of manufac- 
turing grovfch in Southern counties over 50 miles from an SMSA 
with that in SMSA's reveals that the distant nonmetro counties 
not only grew at a faster rate in the 1960 's than the SMSA's, 
but also scored impressive gains in manufacturing employment. 
(Table l.)5 

But how does industrialization take place in nonmetro 
labor markets? Why does one area succeed and another fail? 
Does it occur in stage's? And what benefit,, if any, do the 



■'Wilbur R. Thompson, A Preface to Urban Economics 
{Baltimore: Johns Hopkins, 1965), pp. 33-36; and Berry, 
op. cit. . However ,the stages of industrialization in this 
report can be regarded as corallaries to Thompson's trickle- 
down theory of the spatial- temporal industrial development 
process (confer Thompson, op. cit. , pp. 39-40). 

4 

Haren, o£^ cit. and Till, "The Extent of Industrializa- 
tion in Southern Nonmetro Labor Markets in the 1960 's," 
Journal of Regional Science 13 (December, 1973), pp. 453-461. 

5 

Further data on Southern sub-regional and state patterns 
can be found in Till, Rural Industrialization and Southern 
Rural Poverty in the 1960 's (unpublished Ph.D. dissertation. 
University of Texas at Austin, 1972; available from University 
Microfilm, Ann Arbor, Michigan), Chapter 2. 
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poor receive? These are the main general questions investi- 
gate<T in the research. 

The findings do not pertain to the whole United States. 
Different patterns may exist in the North, the West, and 
the Plain States. The only areas investigated in this re- 
search are the nonmetro labor markets' of the South,'' with 
an examination of Indiana for comparison purposes. (Indiana 
was chosen because of proximity to the author.) 

Statistical time-series (drawing mainly on the Census 
of Manufactures and the Census of Population ) are used to 
compare the rates of job growth over the decades since 1940. 
However, the main methodology used were field interviews. 
Six multi-county areas were chosen from Map 1, generally 
because their nonfarm employment had either grown very 
rapidly in the 1960 's or because they had "success" counties 
and stagnating ones as well. They were also selected to 
represent different areas of the South. (The areas chosen, 
and the counties included, can be seen on Map C-1 and Table 
C-1). In each area industrial development and anti-poverty 
workers were interviewed on the process of industrial devel- 
opment and impact on the poor in their area. Most ot the 
interviews were conducted in July and August, 1974. Evidence 
from case studies and field interviews is, of course, never 
definitive. But it can reveal the concrete richness and 
variety of the development process, and assure that 



^Bird indicates that quite different patterns occurred 
in sparsely settled nonmetro areas, and in the Great Plains 
and Mountain States. (Alan Bird, Migration and its Effect 
on Agriculture and Rural DevelopmenF Potential , Washington, 
D.C. : U.S. Department of Agriculture, 1972). 

^Nonmetro labor markets are operationally defined as 
counties more than 50 miles from the central city of an SMSA, 
since workers in closer nonmetro counties commute extensively 
to SMSA jobs. 

^In this report the South stands for the 13 -state region 
composed of the states of the Confederacy plus Kentucky and 
Oklahoma; thus, Alabama, Arkansas, Florida, Lou:.siana, Georgia, 
Kentucky, Oklahoma, Mississippi, North Carolina, South Carolina, 
Tennessee, Texas, and Virginia are included. 
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explanatory academic models are not irrealistically at 
loggerheads with reality. The conclusions of this report 
are based primarily on these interviews, and secondarily 
on statistical time-series of employment. (The list of 
these interviewed may be found at the end of this report.) 



II. RESEARCH RESULTS 

A. The Industrialization Process . 

First, the greatest boom decade since World War II for 
manufacturing in Southern nonmetro labor markets was the 
1960 's. Of roughly 800,000 manufacturing jobs in 1969, 
slightly more than 300,000 had been gained since 1959 (Table 1) . 
Also, data for "success" and "failure" counties in the border 
South reveal that the highest rates of growth since 1947 were 
between the late fifties and late sixties (Table 2) . The 
case study counties selected for field research show the 
same trend (Table 3).^ Second, not all nonmetro areas 
benefited from this growth. Previous research has shown 
that the border South, especially the white, hill-country 
areas, gained most of the jobs. Delta areas of the border 
South, deep South areas, and the plains areas of western Texas 
and Oklahoma generally stagnated (Table 4 and Map 1).^" 

Third, the main attraction seems to have been the labor 
force, specifically, the lower wage levels, abundant labor 



^Several officials confirmed that the greatest growth 
in their areas had been in the 1960 's [ Interviews with 
Cotton (Chamber of Commerce, N.E. Miss.); aarrett (Employ- 
ment Security Center, Tenn.); Fields, (State Ind. Develop- 
ment Board) and Christy (Chamber of Commerce, N.W. Ark.)]. 
For fuller references to these and following interviews, 
please consult the "List of Interviews." 

l^Tests showed that the nonmetro South had lower wage 
levels than the rest of the South or the nation as a whole 
(confer Till, Journal of Regional Science , loc. cit. , p. 460). 
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Table 2 



Rates «f rh® ^''''^t'' South^, A Suiranary Table: 

Rates of change of Manufacturing Employment; 1947-1971 



Counties 

Growth 



Catecyory 

Total 

Success 

Failure 



Number 

113 
86 
27 



Annual Rate of Change, 
IBE^ 1958-67 1967-7li t 



2.5% 

2.6 

1.8 



5.6% 
5.9 
•2.4 



4.3% 
3.3 
16.0 



Less reliance should be placed on these rates because of 
comparability problems between County Business Patterns and 
Census of Manufacturers . 



SOURCES: (1, For 1947 1958, and 1967 employment - U.S. 

Department of Commerce, Bureau of Census. 
Census of Manufaotiii>^,.o Washington, D.C. : 
U.S. Government Printing Office, 



(2) 



^"""-^^^ States Department of Commerce, 
Bureau of Census. County Business Pattern s. 
Washington, D.C: U.S. Government Print IHg 
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supply and the absence or relative weakness of unions. -^^ The 
border South also was preferred because of greater closeness 
to markets and the reputation of having a "prime work-force" 
(i.e., people accustomed to hard work, long hours, and dis- 
inclined to unionize). Also, there was general agreement that 
local leadership to obtain industry was more vigorous in the 
hill-country border South in the 1960 's.-*-^ 

Fourth, specific stages of development ordinarily can be 
discerned. Most areas start out specializing in agriculture. 
An alternative in heavily-wooded areas is timber, where small 
logging camps and sawmills were the main manufacturing acti- 
vities. Since farm and logging-sawmill jobs have declined 
greatly, and outmigration was net sufficient to clear the mar- 
ket of excess labor, this resource-oriented stage led to a 
large labor surplus. Relative labor surpluses and lower wage 
levels attracted marginal, labor-intensive manufaucturing from 
the high-wage, unionized North. The most conspicuous of these 
marginal activities were in textiles, apparel and shoe manu- 
facturing. Thus, the first phase of industrial development was 
(and is) typically low-wage and labor-intensive, which — 
whatever its disadvantages — accustoms the labor force to 
basic habits of factory discipline. This in turn helps attract 
primarily labor-oriented, medium-wage and more cepital-intensive 
manufacturing like electrical and nonelectrical machinery 
and transportation plants that moved to the nonmetro South in 
large number for the first time in the 1960 's-^ (Table 5). 



Interviews with Christy, Chaml^er of Commerce, N.W. 
Arkansas; Newcomb, S.E. Mississippi Economic Development Dis- 
trict; and George, Tyrone Hydraulics, N.W. Mississippi. 

Interviews with Wilkerson (N.W. Arkansas Economic Devel- 
opment District); Neel and Newcomb (S.E. Mississippi Economic 
Development District) , The border South comprises the states 
of Arkansas, Kentucky, Tennessee, North Carolina and Virginia. 

13 

Everyone agreed that the low-wage firms had come first, 
and that it was natural for this to lead to better paying 
firms. However, there was considerable disagreement over 
whether this low-wage stage could be skipped. 



10 



ERIC 



002o 



I 



so 









OP 














M 


o 




m 


<^ 




CM 


o 




O 


CM 








CD 






































% 
















so 






CD 


<N 






in 


in 








CM 


CM 























o 

o 



CM 



o 

CM 



CM 

CM 

(M r» 

CM 



O 

o 



<M 



CM 




1^ 

CM 



U 
I 



• 

GO 



• 

00 



I 

I 

o 

CM 



o 



CM en 



5 & 

U C 

U A 

M X 
I 



CO 

§•3 



ca 

s 



^ ^ 
• • • 
m ^ ^ 



O 




4.) 

<9 



I 











in 






fn 


O 


«0 




VO 




in 




o 




CM 




\D 


CD 


r> 


en 


CM 




















O 


in 


O 


O 


O 




0* 


CM 


CM 




M 









in en 
• • • 

00 OO lO 



U 

e 



o 

00 in 

CM CM 



• 



o 

o 0> 

o> c 

e u 



in en 



I 
in 
in 



CA 

01 



4J 

K 
I 

CM 
CM 



as 
<n 



CM 




• 



e: 
o 

4-» 

c 
x: 



wo 
en 



in 

ON 



CO 

e 
u 

0» 
4i 

4^ 
(Q 

a* 

o» 

CO 

s 



8 



mS4 

M 

«5 



CO 
en 

CD \D 

<n 



O 
o 



0» 
M 





in 


OD 




CM 


0^ 


O 


00 


in 




CO 




in 






\o 


CM 


<n 


00 




o 


o 


o 






fH 


sD 






















% 








<M 








CM 




\0 


10 


m 


ID 




en 


en 


CM 


«H 


•H 



in 



<0 < 

^ I I 

P en 

P CM CM 



I 

M 



r>. en 
0\ 00 



0) 
09 



I 

CM 



<n 
* 

ID 



(0 
#H 

U 
I 

00 



CM CM 



I 



CM O 00 
• • • 

cn en ph 



s 

9 



I 

in 
CM jn 



u o> 

I 



so 



g2r 

•H 01 

u e 

o> o 

I 

ID 



SD 



0> 
4J 
(Q 

U CA 
•H ^ 

Cm 9C 
I 

en 



U 
OS 



11 



ERLC 



U02o 



Thus we have two phases of industrial development — the first 
low-wage and labor-intensive; the second, raedium-wcige and 
less labor-intensive. 

Fifth, these two phases seetn to have distinct character- 
istics concerning unionization. In the low-wage stages, unions 
are either weak or nonexistent. Fierce competition leads these 
companies to be vigorously anti-union; and the workers' low 
skill and education levels, labor surpluses, and the ease with 
which these labor intensiv* industries can move to other areas 
makes unionization almost impossible. ■'•^ in fact, scattered 
evidence shows that to be known as a union town — especially 
one characterized by frequent work stoppages or violence — 
is a definite obstacle to development.-^^ In the medium-wage 
phase the situation changes. Here usually one- third to one- 
half of the manufacturing labor-force is organized. These 



^^Other sequences occur (they will be noted later) . But 
they are exceptions to this general rule. The exceptions 
normally concern firms which are resource-oriented in their 
locational decisions. 

15pQr further evidence on this point see: Ray Marshall's 
Labor in the South , (Cambridge, Massachusetts: Harvard Univ(? - 
sity Press, 1967). 

16 

This was considered to be one of the prime problems of 
the eastern Kentucky coal area, with its history of conflict 
between the United Mine Workers and the owners (interviews with 
Fields [ Kentucky State Industrial Development Agency] and 
Forester [Employment Security Bureau, Harlan, Kentucky]). 

17 

Rou<jhly one-third of the factory labor force in Cooke- 
ville was unionized? one-half in FayetteviJ le; 40 percent in 
Hattie£;burg, Mississippi (interviews with Leslie [Chamber of 
Commerce, Central Tennessee]; Christy [Chamber of Commerce, 
N.W. Arkansas]; and Runnels [Industrial Development Beard, 
S.E. Mississippi]). 
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companies are generally less resistant to unionisation, and the 
larger concentration of plants makes unions drives more reward- 
ing. Also, the labor surplus is usually smaller. Thus, union- 
ization seems to take care of itself, the labor force gradually 
unionizing as development proceeds. 1° However, e"en in this 
second phase, unions are far weaker than in the North. 

Sixth, community planning for industrial development also 
seems distinctly different in the two phases. Initially com- 
munities are willing to accept any financially solid firm, since 
their need of jobs is so desperate. 20 Given the tendency for 
apparel and shoe factories to demand large subsidies, there is 
the most danger in this stage that communities will "pay too 
much" for the prospective plant. In the second phase, however, 
the situation is different. Industrial planners become much 
more selective. Apparel and other low-wage firms generally 
are not welcome. Also, lower subsidies are provided — 
often only the offfer of revenue-bond financing. 21 



•^''Several agreed that it was a process which naturally 
happened, and that better-wage plants are not concerned about 
the presence of unions (interviews with East [1st Tennessee- 
Virginia Economic Development District] ; Christy [Chamber of 
Commerce, N.W. Arkansas]; and Leslie [Chamber of Commerce, 
Ctntral Tennessee] ) . 

■^"^In Cookeville a fev/ apparel companies had closed down 
their plants rather than accede to union demands (interview 
with Carr [Upper Cumberland Economic Development District, 
Central Tennessee]). In Fayettevi] le, although the manufac- 
turing labor force was one-half unionized, the claim was that 
the unions did not exist where plants strongly opposed them 
(interview with Christy [Chamber of Commerce, N.W. Arkansas]). 

2^Towns such as Fayette, Mississippi are still in this 
situation (interview with Evers, Mayor; and Baroni, Economic 
Development Committee, Fayette). 

o 1 

-^Industrial development officials in booming areas such 
as Fayetteville and Harrison, Arkansas; Cookeville, Tennessee; 
and Johnson City, Tennessee would not even talk with apparel 
firms. The second stage city of Hattiesburg, Missippi was 
also not interested, although it would refer the firms to one 
of the more isolated counties in the district which has exper- 
ienced less development (interviews with Christy and Dunlap 
[Chamber of Commerce, N.W. Arkansas] ; East, [1st Tennessee- 
Virginia Economic Development District, Eastern Tennessee] ; and 
Runnels [Industrial Development Board, S.E. Mississippi]). 

13 
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A potential bottleneck often appears early in the second 
phase. Because of better-paying plants and frequent tight 
labor markets, lower-wage plants find it difficult to obtain 
the same workers they found during earlier stages of develop- 
ment. Consequently, they begin to urge chambers of commerce 
(CoC) and industrial development commissions to rtlax their 
efforts to attract new firms. 22 since industrial development 
groups often seek to improve the industry-mix by attracting 
better-paying plants with more attractive working conditions, 
the conflict can become bitter, leading even to secession of 
various industries from chambers of commerce. 23 if the low- 
wage groups wftre successful, the industry-mix might stagnate. 
However, the overwhelming response of industrial development 
officials interviewed for this study was that they have enough 
support to continue their effort to attract better firms. 

Seventh, conflict between the phases — or, more accurate- 
ly, during the second phase — raises interesting questions 
for the future. First, will the second phase nonmetro area 
evolve into a third phase — a relatively high-wage, unionized 
stage similar to the industrial North? None of the areas has 
yet reached this point, but it is the next "logical" step. 
Second, will the low-wage firms, increasingly restive in the 
tighter labor markets of the second phase areas, "spin-off" 
(or, at least, establish their expansion plants) in the 
remaining labor surplus areas of the South — the Delta and 
Deep South heavily black areas? If so, these areas might 
undergo the same two-phase industrial development during the 
1970 *s that the border South experienced in the 1960 's. This 
would be good news indtjed to labor surplus areas, but empirical 
evidence for this "spin-off" theory is still quite limited. 
Of our two case-study areas in the Deep South, one, in central 
Louisiana near Alexandria, reported a marked increase in the 
number of apparel firms inquiring into and locating in central 
Louisiana since 1970. However, neither the eastern Kentucky 



22 

Every chamber or industrial development official attest- 
ed to this pressure, but maintained that it was not stopping 
efforts for a better industry-mix. 

23 

This actually occurred in Harrison and Conway, Arkansas. 



14 



ERIC 



U02d 



nor southeast Mississippi areas (centered on Hattiesburg and 
Laurel, Mississippi) reported this trend. 24 

Hattiesburg exemplifies an eighth point. We have already 
referred to labor-surplus areas like the Mississippi Dc*lta and 
the Deep South, which are still largely in the low-wage phase 
of industrial development. However, even within the booming 
development district of the Border South, generally only the 
main population centers have attracted better-wage plants and 
have a tight labor market. The less populated and isolated 
counties of the district are still generally in the low-wage 
stage, if they have any plants at all. 25 Although commuting 
to the main center provides good jobs for many, others live 
too far away, the roads are too bad (especially in the winter) , 
or they lack a car to get to the job. 26 opinions were vir- 
tually unanimous that the most serious poverty problems occur 
in these isolated areas only partially affected by the manu- 
facturing boom. Job development, in other words, has not 
spread evenly over booming multi -county nonmetro areas in the 
Border South, but has been concentrated in growth centers — 
often the largest town and those located on an interstate 
highway. 27 



24 

Interviews with Luke and Wright (Alexandria, Louisiana); 
Forester (ES, Harlan, Kentucky) ; and Runnels (Industrial 
Development Board, S.E. Missif sippi) . 

25 

Interviews with East (1st Tennessee-Virginia Economic 
Development District, Eastern Tennessee); Young (Community 
Action Agency Director, N.W. Arkansas)? Dunlap (Chamber 'of 
Commerce, N.W. Arkansas) ; and Runnels (Industrial Development 
Board, S.E. Mississippi). 

26 

Interviews with Young (Community Action Agency Dir- 
ector, Harrison, Arkansas). 

27 

For example, the Director of the Kentucky State In- 
dustrial Development Division stated that quite a few plants 
had located on the Interstate running south from Lexington, 
but that it was almost impossible to get them to consider 
sites further east. 
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Eighth, attention so far has been focusod on manufacturing 
employment because it is the key dynamic sector in the economic 
base of nonmetro areas. However, many areas of the South - es- 
pecially the hill country, Border South - are quite beautiful and 
contain much potential for tourism and service jobs. In North- 
west Arkansas, "Dogpatch, U.S.A." {a Disney-type amusement park 
near Harrison) and a "Passion Play" (a dramatic re-enactment of 
the Passion of Jesus) bring in tens of thousands of tourists each 
year, and create numerous jobs in motels, restaurants, and retail 
craft and souvenir shops. 2° Most of the jobs are low-wage, but, 
as I was frequently told, "some job is better than no job." Also, 
the dammed-up lakes of the Ozarks and the T.V.A. region provide 
not only tourist attractions (fishing, boating), but also ameni- 
ties attractive to management of prospective plants. 

A final proviso is that locationally labor-oriented 
manufacturing plants typify the nonmetro South, but are not 
the whole story. In the plains areas of western Texas and 
Oklahoma, manufacturing growth was not only less than in the 
Border South, but it was of a different locational type — 
resource-oriented, rather than l'\bor-oriented. Some apparel 
firms had come for women, but mc^nufacturing jobs for men were 
in packing plants, firms manufacturing fertilizer (W.B. Grace 
in Woodward, Oklahoma) , or adapting planes for crop-dusting, 
etc. 30 Thus manufacturing jobs, to a much larger degree, 
evolved from the prosperous farming, ranching, and oil- 
producing base. Because of the relatively high-wage jobs for 
men. in oil and ranching and a tight labor supply, a predominate- 
ly resource-oriented manufacturing develops. However, even in 
many more eastern Border South areas, resource-oriented manu- 
facturing firms have some importance — a prominent example 
being the paper and furniture industries tied to many of the 
South' s vast timtoer reserves. 31 

Ninth, some of the few case-studies of the impact of 
manufacturing — such as Gray's study of the Kaiser aluminum 
plant in West Virginia32 — are of hirjh-wage plants that come 
to an area because of it resources, even if no plants have 
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28interview with Wilkerson (N.W. Ark. Eco. Dev. District). 

^^Inter^lew with Christy (Chamber of Commerce, N.W. Ark.), 
and East (1st Tenn.-Va. Eco. Dev. District, Eastern Tenn. ) . 

^^Interviews with Poorbaugh and Ard, (St. Dept. of Indus. 
Dev., Okla.); and Middleton (Chamber of Commerce, Woodward, Okla.) 

^^These were important in the Tenn, N.C and La. case-study 
areas. 

^^Irwin Gray, "New Industry in a Rural Area," Monthly Labor 
fie view 92 (June 1969), pp. 26-30. 
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preceded them. These cases exist, but they are not typical 
of Southern nonmetropolitan industrial development, vhich is 
usually locationally labor-oriented. Consequently, generaliza- 
tions from them can be very misleading. 

Another special case emerges when an area starts with high- 
wage unionized plants. This is true of Eastern Kentucky (coal 
mining). Central Louisiana (paper mills), and Natchez, Mississippi 
(paper mill and tire plant). Generally, this seems to have imped- 
ed job development. It almost certainly scares off the low-wage 
plants. In central Louisiana the problem in one area was handled 
by locating a unionized apparel plant in a town with a paper mill.^^ 
But Natchez officials complained that low-wage plants were being 
scared off.^^ If the labor history has been one of work stoppages 
and violence, the obstacle to further industrialization apparently 
becomes greater. As has been mentioned, industrial development 
officials in Kentucky stated that it was almost impossible to get 
firms to consider Eastern Kentucky, mainly (but not only) because 
of "labor climate. " 

Finally, political factors might affect industrial develop- 
ment. Industry will not go where it is not wanted. If the leader- 
ship in a town has made its wealth from other sources (coal, farm- 
ing, etc.) and is satisfied with the status quo , manufacturing 
firms probably will not come. It must be eager enough so that it 
will make the necessary sacrifices (preparation of industrial 
sites or industrial parks with adequate gas, water, and sewage 
hookups and adequate access to transportation, and employment of 
a competent chamber official (if the town is large enough) . 
Otherwise, the prospective plant will go elsewhere since the town 
is competing with many other areas possessing such an infrastruc- 
ture. 



B. The Impact of Industrialization on the Poor 

The two phases of industrial development have different de- 
grees of inmigration. In the first phase, gross inmigration is 
very slight. The wage- level is so low that few are attracted back. 
Further, high unemployment and underemployment typically are deter- 
rents. In the second phase, inmigration is much heavier, since 



■'■'Intervjew with Luke (Ind. Dev. Board, Alexandria, La.). 
34 

Interview with Hawthorne (Chamber of Commerce, Natche**, 
Mississippi) . 

35 

Interview with Wilkerson (N.W. Ark. Eco. Dev. District); 
and Fields (State Ind. Dev. Agency) , Kentucky. 
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thG labor market is often tighter and wages in the newer p4.aacs 
are more attractive. The ERS study (Table 6) lends some empiri- 
cal support to these generalizations. The first phase area of 
the Arkansas Delta had considerably less inmigration than the 
second phase areas of Mississippi and Arkansas. The first phase 
area of Arizona had heavy inmigration, but this may well be due 
to the heavy return migration of Indians for cultural reasons. ^6 

The common opinion that "if a high-wage plant is attracted, 
inmigrants, not the local poor, will be hired because the skill- 
level is beyond the reach of the poor" may not be typical. In 
none of the four ERS areas did inmigrants hold more than one- 
third of the jobs. The average of the four areas was only 21,8 
percent (Table 6). Thus, these cases support the conclusion 
that most of the manufacturing jobs go to non-migrants, although 
low-wage jobs are also involved. A significant exception, how- 
ever, is when a high-wage firm (generally it is resource-oriented) 
locates in an area where few or no factories have preceded it. 
In this instance — especially if job-training facilities are 
deficient — the majority of hires may well be inmigrants. This 
seems to have been the case with the Gray study of the Kaiser plant 
which located in rural West Virginia. Unfortunately this excep- 
tional case has been made typical of impact on the local labor force. 

Moreover, inmigrants are not mainly management-level person- 
nel from the North and West. Topically, more than half of them 
are remigrants — individuals who left the area because of inade- 
quate job opportunities, but are anxious to return (at least, this 
is true of rural whites) when good jobs open up, even if wage 
levels are lower. The gains in psychic income seem important 
here. 



Alsu, the sterotype of regarding inmigrants as predominately 
well-off executive personnel or high-skilled blue and white-collar 
workers seems poorly supported. In the ERS study, less than one 
out of ten (9.6 percent) of returnees earned over $120 a week in 
1970, while three out of four (76.8 percent) had less than 
$100.-'°^ Inmigrants seem to be three groups: 




-'"Interviews with Smith (N.E. Mississippi) and Leslie (Cent. 
Tennessee) also revealed that outmigration was smaller and return 
migration heavier than in earlier first phase years. 

37 

""This commonly-held opinion seems to have been based on a 
few studies such as Gray's. Of the 4,000 jobs in the Kaiser 
plant, only 600 went to local people. 

-'Economic Research Service, Migrant Response to Industrial- 
ization in Four Rural Areas, 1965-1970 (by Duane^r 01 sen and 
John A. Kuehn) , AER Report No. 270 (Washington, D.C.: U.S. 
Department of Agriculture, September 1974), Table 3, p. 9. 

38a ibid. , Table 5, p. 10. 
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1) the hiqh-skilied referred to above, 2) relatively unskilled 
and poorly educated workers who return because they "couldn't 
make it" in the big city,^^ and 3) workers whose distaste for 
big city life was not overcome by higher wages there. ^.^ Either 
of the latter two groups could have high percentages of poor. 
The ERS study found that 14.6 per cent of 

poor workers were migrants. Of the poor ifwiiigrunt workers 49.3 
per cent were lifted out of poverty. This supports the idea 
that help to inmigrant poor is also an important welfare benefit 
of industrialization. 

In order to put the evidence in proper perspective, two addi- 
tional points should be emphasized. The first is that the evidence 
on tne impact of industrialization in the areas where it occurs is 
not conclusive. We are not inferring that economic development has 
done a great deal for the poor throughout all r ural areas . This 
brings up the second point, namely, that industry tends to bypass 
certain rural areas almost entirely. The most notable areas by- 
passed by the growth of manufacturing employment had been those 
with heavy black populations. Indeed, if we superimposed maps 
showing areas with rapid growth in manufacturing employment on maps 
showing heavy black population concentrations, there would be an 
almost perfect mismatch - industry tends to avoid heavy black popu- 
lation concentration. Moreover, blacks do not receive a propor- 
tional share of good jobs even in areas with heavy black population 
concentration. ^2 

According to field interviews, industry tends to avoid black 
areas for a number of reasons. Although whites tend to emphasize 
labor market characteristics as a reason for avoidance, blacks give 
greater weight to the continuation of discrimination. Blacks with 
characteristics similar to those of whites who get rural jobs are 
found to migrate out of rural areas in search of employment. How- 



-J^Hathaway, Dale E. and Brian B. Perkins, "Occupational Mobil- 
ity and Migration from Agriculture," in Rural Poverty in the U.S. 
A Report by the President's National Advisory Commission on Rural 
Poverty (Wash., D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1968), pp. 185-237 

^^"An Abundant Source of Labor," reprint. Available from 
Industrial Development Div. , Ken. State Dept. of Commerce, Frankfurt, 
Kentucky. 

^^This is derived from Table 7. 

42james Walker, "Economic Development, Black Employment, and 
Black Migration in the Nonmetropolitan Deep South" (Ph.D. disserta- 
tion, Univ. of Texas, Dec, 1973). Prepared uncior Office of Economic 
Opportunity Grant 61202, Action 2. 
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ever, employers tend to emphasize other factors as reasons for 
avoiding black areas; 1) the probability of recruiting workers 
for black areas who meet the companies' hiring standards is less 
than it is from white areas, 2) blacks tend to join unions more 
readily than whites, 3) the companies' personnel problems might 
be exacerbated by employment auota or "goals and timetables" af- 
firmative action plans if they moved to counties with very large 
black population majorities and 4) blacks have been mainly 
sharecroppers, with limited amounts of education, training or 
nonfarm work experience. Indeed, in this view, sharecroppers 
have learned very little even about farming and the management of 
personal economic affairs because most of these decisions were 
made by planters. 

Secondly, the two phases of industrial development have 
different characteristics with respect to the tightness of 
labor markets. Typically, the low-wage stage is characterized 
by relative labor surpluses. However, in the second phase, 
as in many areas of the Border South, the number of incoming 
plants is sufficiently large to cause labor markets to become 
tighter. Even with inmigration, low-wage plants have trouble 
finding enough workers during this second phase. (Of course, 
while this seems factually true, there is no necessity that 
it be so. Logically, we could conceive of a low-wage area 
with a tight labor-market, and a second phase area with con- 
siderable slackness; quite a few of the latter actually exist 
in such large non-SMSA cities of the Deep South, as Alexandria, 
Louisiana and Hattiesburg, Mississippi.) The degree of labor 
market tightness obviously has great importance for the poor. 
In a slack market, the poor suffer because of "creaming. A 
tight market forces employers to lower hiring standards, thus 
benefitting the poor. This should also tend to lower discri- 
mination against blacks, since employers are no J^nger able to 
hire almost totally from the white labor supply. 



A third point relates to the commonly expressed fear that most 



43This typically tighter labor market in the second phase is 
exemplifie<3 by the head of the ES in Cookeville, Tenn. , who remark- 
ed that unemployment was less "than at any time in my memory in the 
last fifteen years." (Interview with Mrs. Evelyn Bartlett, Cooke- 
ville, Tenn., Oct. 1973). Also, the unemployment rates of the first 
phase central Louisiana and southeast Mississippi areas were con- 
siderably more than the second phase northeast Mississippi, north- 
west Arkansas, Central Tennessee, and Eastern Tennessee areas. 
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nhe poor and Jess skilled 3 i Uic .South will not bo ohhj U> 
qualify for jobs because of low educational levels. The reason- 
ing behind this is that the national average years of schooling 
for workers in relevant industries is much higher than that of 
most rural Southerners » especially the poor. Consequently, they 
will not be able to qualify for the influx of manufacturing jobs. 
This fear seems unfounded. The universal response in all areas 
studied is that a biah school diploma is not required for produc- 
tion-line type jobs. ^4 9"^^ ^ highest-wage employers 
in each area require it.^^ For the rest, the main educational 
requirement is merely to read and write sufficiently to pass 
manual dexterity tests administered by the plants or the local 
Employment Security office (ES).46 This was true not only in 
areas where labor was tight, but in Hattiesburg, Mississippi as 
well, where the opportunity to cream the surplus labor supply 
might lead to a tough educational requirement. Because so many 
of the jobs were assembly-line type and because the high school 
diploma was desirable but not required, officials in several areas 
mentioned that GED adult education programs had met with indif- 
ferent response. ^8 Some, in areas where the vocational training 
schools were numerous, mentioned that a vi^c^cluate of one of these 
programs had better job chances than someone with a liberal arts 
high school diploma. If accurate, this is another example of 
the increasing importance of career-oriented education. 

A fourth point is that in all areas there was general agree- 
ment that employers were very reluctant to hire workers with a 



^^Interviews with Forester (Emp. Security Bureau, E. Ken.); 
Bull (Emp. Security Bureau, N.W. Ark.); East and Bartlett and 
Ingram, (Cent. Tenn.); Cotton and Smith (N.E. Miss.); Hale and 
Runnels (Miss.). 

^^Interviews with East (1st Tenn.-Va. Eco. Dev. District); 
Carr (upper Cumberland Eco. Dev. District, Cent. Tenn.); and Run- 
nels (Ind. Dev. Comm., S.E. Miss.). Christy (Chamber of Commerce, 
Fayetteville, Ark.) claimed it was generally necessary, but Bull 
(Emp. Security Bureau, Fayetteville, Ark.) said most employers 
considered it desirable, but not necessary. 

46interview with Hale (Emp. Security Bureau, Hattiesburg, 
Miss. ) . 

^ ^Ibidem. 

48interview with Voung (Com. Action Agency, N.W. Ark.) and 
Hale (Emp. Security Bureau, S.E. Miss.). 

49interview with East (1st Tenn.-Va. Eco. Dev. District, 
E . Tenn . ) . 
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record of high turnover in previous jobs. These are the work- 
ers with the most serious employment problems, who face diffi- 
culty being hired even in areas of booming labor demand. Man- 
power training centers can help this group. Completion of the 
program is an indication of stability which the worker's previous 
employment record lacked. 51 indeed, one ES Director claimed that 
employers valued the training at the local MDTA center more for 
this than for the technical skills imparted. 

A fifth point is that the two phases of industrialization 
seem to differ in poverty impact. In the low-wage phase, two con- 
trary trends occur. First, one expects that a greater percentage 
of workers hired are poor, both because the skill and educational 
requirements of the jobs are lower and because the poor are a 
higher percentage of the labor force. However, there is a greater 
contrary tendency to "cream" since the labor market is usually 
more slack than in the second stage. Either of these tendencies 
could dominate, but the slim evidence we have seems to indicate 
that hiring the poor prevails over creaming. Thus, in the BRS 
study, a greater percentage of workers hired were poor in the first 
phase areas of N.E. Arizona and the Arkansas Delta than in the 
second phase areas of N.E. Mississippi and N.W. Arkansas (Table 7) . 
However, the first phase may raise a smaller percentage of the poor 
hired above the poverty line, since wage-levels are low, and 
since the labor market is typically slack and thus offers less 53 
opportunity for the second-earner and part-time earner effects. 

The conventional wisdom that "low-wage factories offer few 
welfare benefits to the poor because of low-wage levels" needs to 
be modified. In all areas officials agreed that the easiest way 
for a rural poor family (whether farming or not) to rise above the 
poverty line is not through full-time farming (they lack access to 
sufficient credit) or through a high-wage job (these are either 
non-existent or unobtainable by them) , but through the part-time 



^"Interviews with Bartlett (Emp. Sec. Bureau, Cent. Tenn.); 
Bull (Emp. Sec. Bureau, N.W. Ark.); Smith (Emp. Sec. Bureau, N.W. 
Ark.); and Hale (Emp. Sec. Bureau, S.E. Miss.). 

^^Interviews with Smith (Emp. Sec. Bureau, N.E. Miss.) and 
Hale (Emp. Sec. Bureau, S.E. Miss.). 

52 

'' Interviews with Smith (Emp. Sec. Bureau, N.E. Miss.) 

^^Empirical evidence does not clearly support this (confer 
Table 8) . 
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Table 7 

Zcnpact of Job Dcvclopinont on Poverty Status # 
four Study ArcaSf X9$S-19?Q 



Porcent of 

Number Determined 

Ref ion and Poverty Status of Jobs* Jobs ^ 
Arisona 

Total number of jobs j . 1,270 

Number of job9 determined ' 373 100.0 

Total previously poor 183 49.1 

Residents previously poor 121 32.4 

Total escaping poverty 93 24.9 

Residents escaping poverty S8 IS.S 

Total slipping into poverty 8 2.2 

Residents slipping into poverty S 1.4 

llississippi Appalachia 

Total number of Jobs 2 1 2«600 

Number of determined lobs ^ ^ 2»368 100.0 

Total previously poor 441 18.6 

Residents previously poor 401 1$.9 

Total escaping poverty 31$ 13.3 

Residents escapung poverty 281 11*8 

Total slipping into poverty 69 2.9 

Rsisidents slipping into poverty SB 2.3 

Northwest ^kansas Ozark 

Total number of jobs 2 3 1#980 

Number of determined jobs ' 1«$72 100.0 

Total previously poor 310 19.8 

Residents previously poor 228 14. S 

Total escaping poverty 219 13.9 

Residents escaping poverty 142 9.1 

Total slipping into poverty 73 4.€ 

Residents slipping into poverty 44 2.8 

Arkansas Delta 

Total number of jobs ^ 3 

Number of determined jobs^' 809 100.0 

Total previously poor 389 48.1 

Residents previously poor 370 4$. 8 

Total escaping poverty 230 27.2 

Residents escaping poverty 201 24.8 

Total slipping into poverty 9 1.1 

Residents slipping into poverty 9 1.1 

Pour study areas combined 

Total number of poor 6,729 

Number of ^determined jobs S,122 100.0 

Total previously poor 1#323 25*8 

Residents previously poor 1,120 21.9 

Total escaping poverty 847 16 

Residents escaping poverty 682 13.3 

Total slipping into poverty 159 3*1 

Residents slipping into poverty 114 2.2 



Represents total jobs enumerated for which a poverty status was associated. 

^Jobs enumerated for which a poverty status in both time periods was 
determined. 

'osege of these percentages assumed that sampled responses were typical 
of unsampled employees and sampled refusals by plant. Percentages are 
baeed on unrounded data. 

•OURCEs U.S. Department of Agriculture^ Economic Research Service* Impact 
of Job^ DcvelLopment on Poverty in Pour Developincr Areas < 1970 
(by Jonn A. 'kuohn et al.). Agricultural Economic Report No. 225'» 
9fashington» D*C.: U.ST Department of Agriculture* June* 1972* 
p. 7* Table 3. 
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earner or the second-earner effect.-*^ Indeed, many mentioned 
that fanners with a subsistence plot will take a full-time job in 
a local factory and then farm in the evenings and on week-ends. 
So we should talk about a "full-time (second- job) effect" as well 
as the "part-time" and "second-earner" categories. (The opposite 
of this might be the "go-getter" in the Tennessee Cumberlands area. 
Among the mountain people, a "go-getter" is defined as the husband 
who "goes and gets her" Ihis wife) after she has worked all day in 
the "cut n* sew" plant. However, if he farms his plot, even this 
could be an example of the "second-earner" effectJ) The essential 
point is that the wage- level of an individual job is not conclu- 
sive. Poverty impact is significant if though the "second-earner," 
"part-time earner," and "full-time earner" effects, the combined 
family income rises above the poverty line. Hence, the poverty 
impact of even the low-wage phase of industrialization can be 
considerable. 

To some extent, the rationale for the role of marginal indus- 
try as a way to improve the conditions of the rural poor depends 
on unique rural conditions and the characteristics of the people 
involved. We assume that some people will work in marginal jobs 
wherever they are. This is particularly true of older people with 
limited levels of education and nonfarm work experience. Because 
many low income rural families use these marginal jobs to supple- 
ment family income from farming and other sources, incomes that 
appear low by urban standards might have considerable impact on 
rural family living conditions partly because of the lower cost of 
rural living but also because of differences in life styles. A 
given amount of income frequently can have a greater impact on 
rural than urban families. 

During the second phase of industrial development, contrary 
patterns of poverty impact are also at play. On the one hand, in 
this phase the percentage of jobs going to the poor would be less 
than in phase one, since the better-wage plants have higher skill 
and educational demands, since more inmigrants are hired, and since 
the percentage of poverty in the local population has declined. On 
the other hand, low-wage plants will often be forced to lower their 
hiring standards and stop creaming. 55 Thus the percentage of poor 



^^Interviews with Woody & Price (E. Tenn.)? Bartlett (Cent. 
Tenn.); Young (N.W. Ark.); Boykin & Dandy (Cent. La.); Ingram 
(Cent. Tenn.); and Woodward (S.E. Miss.). No one disagreed with 
this. 

55interview with Hale (Emp. Sec. Bureau, S.E. Miss.) and 
Young (Com. Action Agency, N.W. Ark.). 
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persons in their work forces should rise. Either tendency could 
be dominant, bat the limited empirical studies indicate that a 
lesser percentage of the hires are poor. Thus the percentage was 
lower for the Arkansas Ozarks and N.E. Mississippi areas in the 
ERS study (Table 7) . The second question refers to what percen- 
tage of workers hired will be raised from poverty. Theoretically, 
in this phase a higher percentage of poor workers should be lift- 
ed out of poverty, since wage- levels are higher and since, general- 
ly speaking, the labor market is tighter. The limited empirical 
data, however, are inconclusive on this question. In the ERS study 
the net percentage raised out of poverty was higher in N.E. Missis- 
sippi, but not in the Arkansas Ozarks, than in the two first phase 
areas (Table 8) . 

A sixth point relates to manpower programs, which obviously 
play a vital part in any anti-poverty strategy. First, manpower 
programs, including "start-up," were in operation in all of the 
areas studied. ^6 The problem is that the junior colleges or area 
vocational schools are centered in the largest towns. People in 
the more isolated counties do not have practical access to these 
institutions. 57 eastern Kentucky and eastern Tennessee, how- 
ever, area vocational schools exist, or are being built, in almost 
every county of the development district. A second point is that 
generally OJT and "start-up" type training were regarded as the 
most effective, since they were tied to existing jobs. However, 
a few vigorously dissented, claiming that OJT and start-up "cream- 
ed, " and that only institutional training reached those with the 
most serious employment problems. ix^^ chief criticism of insti- 
tutional training was that it trained too many in certain occupa- 
tions. 60 A third point was that in at least one area employees 



Interview with Forester (Emp. Sec. Bureau, E. Ken.); Luke 
& Wright, Ind. Dev., Cent. La.); and Christy (Chamber of Commerce, 
N.W. Ark. ) . 

-"Interview with Bartlett (Emp. Sec. Bureau, Cent. Tenn.); 
Forester (Emp. Sec. Bureau, E. Ken.); Hale (Emp. Sec. Bureau, S. 
E. Miss.); Yoong (Com. Action Agency, Ark.); and Woodward ( Com. 
Action Agency, S.E. Miss.). 

^Interview with Cotton (Chamber of Commerce, N.E. Miss.); 
Bartlett (Emp. Sec. Bureau, Cent. Tenn.); and Christy (Chamber of 
Commerce, N.W. Ark.). 

■^^Interview with Newcomb, S.E. Miss, Eco. Dev. District, and 
Terhune (State Manpower Administration, Ken.). 

^^interview with Boykins and Dandy (Cent. La.). 
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were not interested in one manpower program available only to 
the disadvantaged but favored programs available to the advantaged 
as well as the disadvantaged.^-^ .Fourth, there v/as considerable 
confusion abovt what would emerge in the Comprehensive Employment 
and Training Act of 1973 (CETA) , with most feeling that at least 
at the start the programs would be much as before. In the local 
area, the agency in charge varied, being ES in Mississippi and the 
development districts in Tennessee. Fifth, the Corinth and Hat- 
tiesburg ES agencies were tied into a computerized Job Bank system 
for all of Mississippi, and found it most helpful for advising 
area youth of employment openings elsewhere. ^-^ Sixth, in almost 
all areas Community Action Agencies (CAA) had been running the 
Operation Mainstream and Neighborhood Youth Corps programs. Under 
CETA they will lose these programs. There was considerable dis- 
pute as to why. Some claimed that under CAP, training was poor 
and administrative costs were too high, sometimes reaching 80 per- 
cent. The CAA's vigoro:isly disputed this, claiming that adminis- 
trative costs were kept low, that the 20 per cent ceiling require- 
ment made it impossible to serve the poor with the most problems, 
and that the basic reason for the switch was simply politics -- 
the local county judges and other political officials wanted the 
programs under, their control, and therefore favored the develop- 
ment districts"^* on which they sat as the board of directors. 
Seventh, there was general agreement among the CAA's and manpower 
planners that a good many of the poor need transition training - 
how to fill out a form, act during job interviews, as well as gain 
the habit of showing up on time, arranging day care, etc.^^ One 



Interview with Carr (Upper Cumberland Eco. Dev. District, 
Cent. Tonn. ) . 



Interview with Terhune (State Manpower) and Alford (Emp. 
Sec. Bureau, Cent. La.). 

63 

interview with HaJe (Emp. See. Bureau, S.E. Miss.) and 
Smith (Emp. Sec. Bureau, N.E. Miss.). 

64 

Interviews with Ingrams (Com. Action Agency, Cent. Tenn.); 

Price (Com. Action Agency, E. Tenn.); Banks (Com. Action Agency, 

E. Ken.); and Woodward (Com. Action Agency, S.E. Miss.). 

-^References can not bo given, since these remarks were off- 
the-record. 

^^Interviews with woody (Emp. Sec. Bureau, E. Tenn.); Price 
(Com. Action Agency, Cent. La.); Ingrams (Com. Action Agency, Cent. 
Tenn.); and Alford (Emp. Sec. Bureau, Cent. La.). 
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ES official claimed that WIN training had served this purpose for 
welfare women in Eastern Tennessee."' Finally, the problem of 
training in a stagnant area was evident in Eastern Kentucky. One 
ES official put it this v/ay: "We end up training people for Chicago 
and Detroit. "^^ 

Moving on from the topic of manpower programs, considerable 
controversy exists over discrimination against blacks. White of- 
ficials claimed - even in the Deep South - that good factory jobs 
were open to blacks as well as whites, and that blacks could and 
were being promoted t~ oversee whites. Black officials agreed 
that progress had been made and that less discrimination existed in 
manufacturing than in other industries. But they also claimed that 
much discrimination remained, that companies were reluctant to have 
whites work under a black, and that there was wide evasion of EEOC 
regulations. For example r they stated that a black might be hired 
(because of the EEOC) , given a secretary, an office, and an impres- 
sive title, but actually have no authority or duties. 

A final point relates to the OEO economic development activi- 
ties. In northwest Arkansas loans for a feeder-pig operation and 
a craft cooperative for the mountain women seemed economically suc- 
cesful for isolated rural families who did not, or could not, com- 
mute to work.^^ Also in the same isolated counties OEO staff acted 
as a substitute ES where the ES arrived only for a few hours each 
week to handle unemployment insurance. Here the CAA had resisted 
pressure from higher levels of OEO to buy factories (e.g. , can- 
neries) as economic development activities. It resisted on the 
grounds that job demand was adequate and booming. In this area 
OEO seemed to fit skillfully and functionally into the economic 
development activities of the area. In other areas this was not as 
evident, often because of political opposition or because the CAA 
seemed to lack business and economic ex^ortise. 

Finally, the most serious poverty problems lay in regions 
where manufacturing simply would not go. The Eastern Kentucky coal 
fields were an example. Kentucky state industrial development of- 
ficials stated that manufacturers generally did not even want to 



^^Interviews with Woody (Emp. Sec. Bureau, E. Tenn.). 

^^Interviews with Forester (Emp. Sec. Bureau, E. Kan.). 

69 

These remarks on the whole subject of discrimination were 
given of f-the-record. 

^^Interview with Ycur- (Com. Action Agency, N.W. Ark.). 

^ ♦•Ibidem. 
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consider sites in eastern Kentucky as a location. The reasons 
are legion: poor roads, few level sites, backward public services 
and ugly, coal-dingy towns, and above all the "labor climate": the 
high-wage and violent conflicts between the United Mine Workers 
and the coal operators. The only hopeful development is the boom 
in mining jobs as a result of the energy crisis. But the number 
of mining jobs is insufficient, and many do not wish to work there 
(despite high wages) because of the dangers to health and safety. 



III. TRENDS IN THE INCOME OF FARMERS 

A. How much of the farmers' income comes from nonfarm 
sources? what are the trends in the pattern of 
income sources for farmers? 

VJhile historically farm families relied almost exclusively on 
income from farming operations, including home- consumed products, 
in recert years nonfarm sources of income have become very impor- 
tant for most families with some farm income. Currently, approx- 
imately half of the total income from ail farm families comes from 
nonfarm sources. This change has occurred for several reasons. 
The technological changes in agricultural production have greatly 
reduced labor requirements for farm operations and have resulted in 
surplus hours for operators in farming. This has stimulated farm 
operators to seek nonfarm employment. Moreover, income from farm- 
ing, especially for the many small operators, has not bee' suffi- 
cient and thus many of these smaller farmers have sought -jnfarm 
employment to bolster sagging family incomes. In additi.a, the 
growing number of nonfarm employment opportunities resulting from 
increased industrialization in or near to many traditionally 
agricultural areas has provided farmers with means for increasing 
and stabilizing their incomes. Each of the above-named reasons 



Interview with Fields (Ken. State Dept. of Commerce) . 

^•^ Ibidem . 
74 

Interview with Dixon (Emp. Sec. Bureau, E. Ken.). 

75 

Text and data for this section were generously provided by 
Professor Allan Thompson, Assistant Professor of Economics, Whitte- 
more School of Business and Economics, University of New Hampshire 
at Durham. Professor Thompson's work is part of the Small Farmers 
Project being done at the Center for the Study of Human Resources, 
the University of Texas at Austin, under contract with the Southern 
Regional Council. 
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(mechanization, low income, and rural industrialization) have 
stimulated growth in nonfarm employment for wives of operators and 
other members of farm families. Finally, the composition and 
characteristics of families with fainn income has changed. Tradi- 
tionally, except for farm laborers, families with farm income were 
largely farm families, i.e., families who resided on and operated 
a farm as the primary or exclusive Income-generating operation. 
However, today many persons are working off the farm and many 
others see farms as excellent investment opportunities where one 
can speculate on land values while at the same time enjoy tax 
advantages from operating farms. These "hobby farms" have grow.i 
rapidly in number in the past several years. For these "farmers" 
nonfarm income is the primary source and because their nonfarm 
incomes are likely to be substantial;, the growth in "hobby farms" 
has contributed to the decline in percentage of incorao received 
by farm families from fana sources. 

y 

The current status and trends in the importance of farm in- 
come can be seen from the data in Tables 9-12. Table 9 shows the 
family income from farm and nonfarm sources for families with farm 
operations. Farm income includes not only net cash sales but also 
government payments and home-consumed commodities. Table 10 shows 
the percentage of family income from farming for selected years by 
value of sales class. This table is derived from the data in 
Table 9. Table 11 shows the income by source in constant dollars. 
The data here is also derived from Table 9 using the consumer price 
index for all items (1967=100) as the deflator. Tables 9-11 are 
each derived from the figures in the Farm Income Situations for 
July, 1973, and are for the entire United States. Table 12 shows 
the distribution of farm operators in the South by days of off-farm 
work and economic class of farm. To make the figures comparable 
with the above Tables 9-11, all three categories of farms with 
sales under $2,500 have been included under class six farms. 

The percentages of family income vary greatly by farm size in 
terms of income. In 1972, more than three- fourths of the income 
for larger farm operations ($20,000 and more of farm sales) was 
derived from farming. For the smaller farms ($10,000 and below) 
some three- fourths of the family's income was from non-farm 
sources. The percentage of income accounted for by farm operations 
in 1972 ranged from better than 80 percent for the largest si^e 
farms to only 10 percent for the smallest farms. As Table 9 
indicates, the picture of nonfarm and total family incomes by size 
of farm operations is somewhat complicated. Nonfarm income is 
absolutely highest for farms with lowest sales. Moreover, the 
average family income for the smallest size farm compares favorably 
with the income of families between $10,000 and $20,000 worth of 
farm sales. It should be remembered, as will be described later, 
that within each of these categories there is a wide diversity of 
patterns of income and importance of farm operations. 
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It is clear from the attached tables that income from non- 
farm sources is becoming an increasingly important part of the 
family income for families with farm operations. Overall, the 
percentage of income from farming declined from 58 per cent in 
1960 to about one-half in 1972. Moreover, declines were noted in 
each of the size categories. However, the decreased importance 
of farming was particularly striking for the smaller sizes of 
farms. In 1960, farm income accounted for better than half the 
income of families with farms having at least $2,500 of sales. 
By 1972, however, farm income was more important than nonfarm 
income only for farms having at least $1C,000 in farm sales. The 
importance of farming for all farms failed to show the dramatic 
shifts within the various sales categories because of the shift 
in the distribution of farms. The two largest size categories 
accounted for less than 10 per cent of all farms in 1960 but 
nearly one-fourth in 1972. 

Table 11 shows the trends in income by source in constant 
dollars and reveals nonfarm incomes to have continually increased 
in every period from 1960 to 1972, while average farm incomes have 
been dropping since 1965. Since the larger farms are more heavily 
dependent on farm income, there has been a slight decrease in real 
income for families with larger farms, while incomes have increas- 
ed for families with farm sales under $10,000. 

Data in Table 12 show the days spent by Southern farmers in 
work off their own farms by economic class of farm for 1959 and 
1969 and reveal the importance of farming for the various size of 
farm operations. The diversity in the importance of farming is 
apparent, not only among the size categories, but within each 
category. Overall, in 1969, farming was the exclusive activity of 
42 percent of the farmers, while 36 percent spent 200 days or 
more in off- farm employment. The percent of farmers with no off- 
iiarm work ranged in 1969 from 71 percent of those with $40,000 or 
more of sales to less than 30 percent of those with less tnan 
$2,500 of sales. While just under 50 percent of farmers in the 
smallest category worked 200 days or more off the farm, the same 
was true for only 13 percent of farmer operators in the largest 
category. 

The trend to more non-farm employment is clearly revealed in 
the data. Between 1959 and 1969 the percentage of farmers with no 
off- farm work dropped for each category of farm. The trend was 
very pronounced for those with less than $10,000 of sales. For 
farmers with between $2,500 and $10,000 of sales, more than twice 
as large a percent spent 200 days or more in off farm work in 1969 
as in 1959. For farmers with less than $2,500, there were less 
than 30 percent who spent no time off the farm in 1969 compared to 
45 percent in 1959. 
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However, despite the dramatic shifts to off-farm employment, 
tne importance of farm income to many of the smaller farms is 
clear* Nearly one-half of class four and class five farmers had 
no other form of employment and an additional 12-15 percent work- 
ed less than 100 days. Moreover, nearly one- third of all farmers 
with sales under $2,500 spend less than 100 days off the farm. 
For this group of small farmers, many of whom are apparently poor 
or nearly poor, the loss of farm income or a substantial decrease 
would be disastrous. On the other hand, increases in farm earn- 
ings of a few hundred or a few thousand dollars could be an 
extremely important way to improve total family incomes. 



B. How much do secondary workers in farm families parti- 
cipate in non-farm labor markets? 

As D^ble 13 shows, wives in rural-farm families v/ith some 
farm self -employment income have lower labor force participation 
rates than all married women. In part, this reflects the charac- 
teristics of rural labor markets in general but particularly 
reflects the higher average ago of this segment of the population. 
Labor force participation for wives in farm families compares 
favorably with those for similar women whose husbands are without 
farm self -employment income. The percentage of employed women in 
rural-farm, husband-wife families with non-farm occupation is 85.7 
percent in the total U.S. and 91.2 percent in the South, compared 
to 98.2 percent for all married women. One-fourth of all women in 
these families in the total U.S. in 1970 participated in non-farm 
jobs, much lower than all women, but again relating primarily to 
the age of the population. 



C. When members of farm families take jobs in the non-farm 
sector, in which occupations and industries do they work? 

The attached tables show the occupational distributions of 
males in the rural-farm sector with farm self -employment income and 
for wives in rural- ^ arm, husband-wife households. The data are from 
the special report, Income of the Farm Related Population from the 
1970 Census of Population. Both Tables 14 and 15 show the total 
occupational distribution as well as the distribution of those 
employed in strictl/ non-farm jobs. The conclusion from the adjust- 
ed data is that the principle difference in occupational distribu- 
tions relates to the much larger proportion of rural-farm males with 
farm self -employment income in farm- related occupations. Once farm- 
related occupations are excluded, males with farm self-employed 
income and all males are distributed among non-farm jobs in much 
the same fashion. For wives in rural-farm, husband-wife families, 
the principle differences in non-farm employment are 1) the lower 
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proportion employed as clerical workers — a difference probably 
reflective of rural industry mix — and 2) a somewhat greater 
proportion in professional and blue-collar jobs. 

In summary, the crucial and growing importance of non-farm 
income for farm families is evident, especially in the small- 
size operations where most of the farm poor are present. The high- 
er percentage of men in craftsmen and operative jobs — and the 
remarkably higher percentage of women in operative and other blue- 
collar jobs — reveals again the crucial importance of manufactur- 
ing employment for rural farm families. Farm income, however, is 
still quite important, and the current increased demand for farm 
products should be a significant help. The chief problem areas 
are eastern Kentucky, western Texas and Oklahoma, south Texas, 
and many parts of the Delta and Deep South areas — all of which 
experienced disappointing employment gains in the 1960 *s. 



IV. REFLECTIONS ON POLICY 

Basically, if the nonmetro South is now primarily in the in- 
dustrial stage of development, and if poverty impact is consider- 
able, it makes sense to support local governments and business 
groups in their efforts to attract industry. However, their fre- 
quent lack of concern with the poor means that it will be necessary 
to insist that labor and the poor share fully in the benefits of 
industrial development. This may be done in practice by: 

(1) Backing local interests in their efforts to obtain nec- 
essary water, sewage, and industrial park facilities. This 
industrial infrastructure seems necessary to be competitive with 
other communities in attracting industry; 

(2) Insisting on adequate and competent job-training and 
basic education programs for the locally unskilled and under-edu- 
cated, including "start-up" programs to train local residents in 
skills needed by incoming plants. (Evaluation data for manpower 
programs are especially needed, since they are currently almost 
totally absent on the local level) ; 

(3) Insisting cn the enforcement of anti-discrimination laws, 
so that blacks can share in industrial development and are not 
forced to migrate to Northern ghettoes, o they have been in the 
past; 

(4) Supporting efforts to attract higher-paying plants, when 
local low-wage industries, during tight labor markets, resist this 
as a threat to their labor supply. 
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On the other hand, if the stages model presented is accu~ 
rate, certain other policies seem less practical: 

(1) Assuming that development is a fxinction of high-wage 
industry and then advising backward nonmetro areas with little 
factory experience to go after such firms seems a dubious policy. 
There is no evidence that plants wiXl come to such areas, except 
in the rare cases of resource-oriented firms. Even medium-wage 
enterprises generally have only located in areas of previous in- 
dustrial development. (However, it should be noted that some 
local officials felt that adequate manpower training facilities 
would enable an area to leapfrog the low-wage stage.) 

(2) Unionization seems extremely difficult during the first 
stage of industrial development. The low-wage firms, often in 
very competitive industries, will resist unionization vigorously, 
and, given the labor surplus and the unskilled nature of the jobs, 
organizing will have the greatest handicaps. Also, industrial 
developers interviewed often mentioned that being a union town 
will scare first stage firms away and stunt the development pro- 
cess. Unionization shoul ' be more possible in the second stage. 

(3) Although the main hope for improving the incomes of 
rural people must lie in economic development in the private 
profit making sector, self-help activities also have a role to 
play. Community development corporations and cooperatives have 
been and are valuable activities, especially for providing an 
organized base for the poor and some participation in the econo- 
mic decisions that affect their lives. But the amount of jobs 
and income they can realistically be expected to provide seems 
dwarfed in comparison to successful participation of workers and 
poor in the industrialization currently underway. 

Finally, in most places OEO community action agencies are 
losing many of their programs, especially in the manpower field. 
Yet compared with other agencies besides welfare, usually only the 
CAA's have close contact with the poor. It seems logical that 
they would therefore perform an outreach function, under proper 
quality standards, for development activities aimed at the poor. 
It will be unfortunate if, because of past political conflicts, 
efforts at the local level ignore the CAA's and consequently, lose 
contact with those most in need of development - the Southern 
rural poor. 
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APPENDIX A 



Maps of Southern Noninetro Population, 
Total Employment and Manufacturing Employment 
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APPENDIX B 



Employment Changes in "Success" and "Failure" 
Counties of the Border South, 1947-19711- 



All counties designated as success or failure on Map 1 
for the states of Virginia, North Carolina, Kentucky, Ten- 
nessee, and Arkansas are included. The criteria used are 
given in Table 4. 
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Table B-7 

Tennessee: Total Manufacturing Employment, 1947-1971 



Total Manufacturing Emplcyroent 

CATEGORY 



No. Chg. From Previous Per. 

No, ?uin. Aver. 



No. 



1947 

Total Counties 36,896 

Success Counties 36,286 ~ "* 

Failure Counties 610 - 

1958 

Total Counties 53,969 17,073 1*552 

Success Counties 51,767 15,481 "'"fSZ 

Failure Counties 2,202 1,592 145 

Total Counties 87,400 33,431 3,715 

Success Counties 85,800 34,033 3,781 

Failure Counties 1,600 -602 -67 

1971 , 

Total Counties 99,527 12,127 3,032 

Success Counties 96,601 10,801 2,700 

Failure Counties 2,926 1,326 332 



SOURCES: (1) For 1947, 1958, and J.967 employment - U.S. 

Department of Commerce, Bureau of Census. 
Census of Manufacturers . Washington, D.C.: 
U.S. Government Printing Office. 

(2) For 1971, United States Department of Com- 
merce, Bureau of Census. County Bu siness 
Patterns, l^ashington, D. C. : U.S. Govem- 
ment Printing Office. 
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Table B-8 

Virginia: Total Manufacturing Employment, 1947-1971 



Total Manufacturing Employment 

CATEGORY No. Chg. From Previous Per. 

No. Ann. Aver. 
NO^ 

1947 

Total Counties 21,932 

Success Counties 20,886 
Failure Counties 1,046 

1958 

Total Counties 20,779 -1,153 -105 

Success Counties 19,718 15 1 

Failure Counties 1,061 -1,168 -106 

1967 

Total Counties 28,100 7,321 813 

Success Counties 27,200 7,482 831 

Failure Counties 900 -161 -18 

1971 

Total Counties 30,451 2,351 588 

Success Counties 28,684 1,484 371 

Failure Counties 1,767 867 217 



SOURCES: (1) For 1947, 1958, and 1967 employment - U.S. 

Department of Commerce, Bureau of Census. 
densus of Manufacturers . Washington, D.C.: 
U.S. Government Printing Office. 

(2) For li71. United States Department of Com- 
merce, Bureau of Census. County Business 
Patterns . Washington , D . C . : U.S. Govern- 
roent Printing Office. 
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APPENDIX C 

Employment Trends in Six Southern 
Case-Study Areas r 1940-19701 



These areas were chosen from Map 1. Generally areas with 
stagnant counties in close proximity to fast-growing counties , 
were preferred, for comparison counties. However, two booming 
areas — northeast Mississippi and northwest Arkansas — lacked 
"failure" counties, so only "success" counties represent them. 
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LIST OF OOIMTIES INCLUDED IN SIX CASE*-S!nJCY AREAS 
(Total: 43) 



^ochlan Area (11 counties) 

Sttooess Oowtie s (b) 

Jdhnson (Teim*) 
Ctoter (T@nn.) 
Avexy (N.C.) 
Aste (N.C*) 
Ibtauga (N.C.) 



Oontral Louisiana (8 counties) 
Siiooess Oomities (4) 
fiiatchitodies 



failure Oounties (6) 



Bell 
Barlan 

Soott 
Wise 



(gen.) 

(Ken.) 

(itenj 

(VdJ 

(Va.) 

(VaJ 



Failure Oounties (4) 

A^icyelles 
Catahoula 
Glrant 



Oentral Tennessee (9 oomti^) 

Suooess Oounties (5) 

Qid^erland 

DsKalb 

PutnaDd 

Harron 

ttilta 

northeast MisBisslppi (3 cxwnties) 

Suooess Oounties (3) 

Aloom 
Prentiss 

NortlBiest Arkansas (3 counties) 
SuooBSS Qxaities (3) 

CanoU 
ttashingtcn 



F^lure Oounties (4) 

day 
Fentisass 
Jackson 
Plckatt 



Failure Oomties (0) 



Failure Oamtias (0) 



Southeast Miaaiasigpi « SouttMBSt 

SuDoass Ooitttiea (S) 

Qnetrnf (Ala.) 
Oazfce (Ala.) 
Clatke (MissJ 
GteoM (Bliss*) 
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APPENDIX D 
Indiana Comparison Study 



The Extent of Industrialization 

A similar report for nonmetropolitan labor markets^ in 
the South during the 1960 's initially raised the questions: 
How extensive was nonfarm job growth in the 1960 's? Which 
industries located there and what are the trends?* 

The first question is the extent of nonmetropolitan job 
growth. Several urban and regional economists have held that 
nonmetropolitan nonfarm job growth would be minimal, except 
perhaps in counties contiguous to SMSA's (i.e., SMSA fringe 
areas), and would be dwarfed by the growth of SMSA counties. 
Their chief reason was that the greater external economies of 
metro areas (e.g., skilled, varied, and abundant labor supply; 
business services? cultural amenities; etc) would make it 
relatively impossible to lure factories to locate in nonmetro 
labor markets. 

First, the hypothesis that nonfarm job growth is (1) mini- 
mal and (2) overwhelmed by SMSA increases will be examined. 
The test will be to examine the rates of growth of *-otal non- 
farm and total manufacturing employment, from 1959 to 1969, 
for counties more than fifty miles from an SMSA (thus avoid- 
ing the SMSA fringe areas) . The data from Table D-1 reveal 
that their rates of growth were respectable: nonfarm jobs 
increased by one-third and manufacturing by one-fourth during 
the 1960 's. It also shows that these rates of increase were 



^To avoid "SMSA" fringe ar&as, nonmetro labor markets were 
defined as counties more than 50 miles from an SMSA. . 

^Thomas Till, Rural Industrialiaation an d Southern Rural 
Poverty in the 1960's . Published as a report under OEO Grant 
CG-6d94. Austin, Texas: Center for the Study of Human 
Resources, University of Texas, August, 1972. Chapters 2 and 
3 contain the relevant data. 
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higher than those of the SMSA's. But the significance of such 
comparisons is reduced by the fact that only five of Indiana's 
92 counties are more than 50 miles from an SMSA. 

The next topic is the differences between Indiana nonmetro 
labor markets and those of the South (Table D-3) . First, the 
percentage of Southern counties more than 50 miles from an 
SMSA is far greater than in Indiana (or, presumably, than in 
other states of the Old Manufacturing Belt).-' Secondly, the 
Indiana nonmetro labor markets' rates of employment growth 
were considerably less than those of comparable counties in 
the South. Third, and also unlike the South, Indiana counties 
in the 0-50 mile zone were superior to those in the more dis- 
tant zone. 

Returning to the initial hypothesis, it does not seem 
supported. Indiana nonmetro labor markets' employment growth 
was much less impressive than in the South and made less mean- 
ingful by the small number of nonmetro counties involved. 

Since the overwhelming majority of Indiana nonmetro coun- 
ties are within 50 miles of an SMSA (Tables D-1 and D-2) , it 
seems worthwhile to compare the performance of all Indiana 
nonmetro counties with that of the SMSA's. First, nonmetro 
population growth rates are smaller. But to compare employ- 
ment performance in nonfarm industries, population figures 
are too highly aggregative, since they reflect farm job changes 
as well. It is obvious that the decline of farm jobs has hit 
nonmetro counties far harder than it has affected the SMSA's. 
Secondly, when we turn to the more relevant figures — nonfarm 
and manufacturing employment changes — the superior performance 
(as judged by rates of growth) of nonmetro counties is obvious. 
Third, the tendency of manufacturing jobs to move (within 
SMSA's) from central city to suburban locations has often been 
remarked. What Table D-3 reveals is that manufacturing is 
decentralizing as well from SMSA counties to nonmetro locations. 
The gains of the nonmetrc counties were greater absolutely , 
as well aJL relatively, in the 1960 's. 

Besides the hypothesis that nonmetro job growth would be 
small and insignificant compared to that of the SMSA's, it 



^The Old Manufacturing Belt refers to the states of New 
England, the Middle Atlantic, and Upper Midwest — from 
Massachusetts to Illinois — where manufacturing activity has 
historical ly concentrated . 
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has also been held that employment growth rates of nonmetro 
counties would be directly proportional to the size of the 
main city of the county. The a priori reasoning for this is 
the same external economies argument referred to above. 
Table D-3 shows that this was not supported in the South. 
But it also shows that in Indiana the contrary is true, both 
for the "0 - 50 mile" and "over 50-mile" zones. 

We may turn from state-wide growth patterns to examine 
Southern Indiana in particular (Table D-4) . In general, the 
patterns referred to above occur in both the north and the 
south of the state. In particular, the SMSA and nonmetro 
counties whose main city had over 10,000 population in 1950 
did better in the South than in the North. But in the non- 
metro counties with smaller-sized main cities the results 
were opposite. This implies that growth rates in Southern 
Indiana were strongly and directly proportional to the size 
of the main city of the county. The smaller the county, the 
greater the tendency to stagnate. The 21 Southern Indiana 
nonmetro counties whose main city was less than 10,000 in 
population made very few net gains in manufacturing during 
the decade. This is in sharp contrast to the South. 



Patterns of industrial Structure 

Next, we examine the questions: which specific industries 
are important in nonmetro labor markets? Which are growing 
or declining? Do the patterns differ from those in the South? 

Our attention is on Southern Indiana, since there most of 
the poverty is concentrated. First we will examine the struc- 
ture in 1959; then, the changes in the 1960 's. Comparisons 
will be made to nonmetro labor markets in the South. 

First, we will inspect Indiana nonmetro counties more than 
50 miles from an SMSA (Table D-5) . On the SIC "one-digit" 
employment levels mining is relatively unimportant. Manufac- 
turing, on the other hand, comprises over one-half of all 
non-farm jobs — a considerably higher percentage than in the 
South. Looking within the key economic base sector of manu- 
facturing (Table D-7) a similarity with the South immediately 
emerges on the SIC two-digit level: the apparel industry is 
important in both areas. However, the dissimilarities are more 
striking. Over one-half of manufacturing jobs in Southern 
Indiana are concentrated in the metal and metal-fabricating 
industries (SIC 33-37), an unimportant sector in the South 
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in 1959. In the latter area over one-half of the jobs are in 
apparel, luniber^ food and textiles -~ which, apart from apparel, 
are much less important in Indiana. 

Turning to the changes in the 1960 's, mining declined — 
as in the South — to an even smaller share of jobs. Manu- 
facturing increased, but it was a less dynamic sector than in 
the South. There it grew at over twice tlie Indiana rate, and 
faster than the rate for total nonfarm employment. In Indiana 
it lagged behind the nonfarm growth rate. 

Looking at the 1959-1969 changes at the SIC two-digit level 
apparel gains were important as in the South. However, the 
metal and metal-fabricating industries that grew so rapidly 
in the South actually declined in Indiana nonmetro labor markets 

However, we have been comparing only five Indiana counties 
to the Southern nonmetro labor markets. If we compare the 
industrial structure of all Southern Indiana counties (Tables 
D-6 and D-7) to the Southern markets, what patterns emerge? 
At the two-digit level, the Indiana focus is again on the metal 
and metal fabricating industries. But apparel is relatively 
unimportant, while furniture is the third largest industry. 
Electrical and nonelectrical machinery are responsible for 
almost one-third of the jobs. 

Comparing changes in the last decade for the two areas, 
Indiana mining declined as before, while manufacturing suc- 
ceeded better in keeping up with the nonfarm job growth rate. 
Inspecting the SIC two-digit manufacturing level, the metal 
and metal- fabricating industries did very well in the 1960 's 
(unlike in the "50 mile plus" Indiana counties). Together 
they were respransible for roughly one-half of the net gain of 
manufacturing jobs. Electrical machinery — absent in the 
"50 mile plus" counties — gained about one-third of all 
jionmetro manufacturing jobs. Also important were rubber and 
plastics and furniture (the latter was an insignificant indus- 
try in the more distant Indiana nonmetro group) . 



Conclusion 

So far it has appeared that, as in Southern nonmetro 
labor markets, mining employment has decreased, while manu- 
facturing has increased. However, in Indiana the increase 
of manufacturing was less dramatic than in che South, both in 
the size of the rate of growth and in comparison to nonfarm 
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job growth in general. At the tvro -digit level, the emphasis 
in Indiana was far more on metal and metal-fabricating indus- 
tries than in the South, although changes in the South in the 
1960 *s were • shifting in that direction. It appears that for 
the first time, in the 1960 's, the Southern nonmetro labor 
markets gained a healthy share of increases in industries which 
had long been important in nonmetiLO counties of Indiana. Apparel 
was important in nonmetro labor markets in both areas, reveal- 
ing a tendency to seek locations distant from large cities. 
Rubber and plastic products (SIC 30) became important in both 
areas in the 1960's, especially in Indiana. 
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